The binomial Cotoneaster symondsii was published eight years earlier than Cotoneaster simonsii. Some authors have argued that Cotoneaster simonsii should be synonymized under Cotoneaster symondsii, based on priority. Foliar characters provided in the protologue of Cotoneaster symondsii are not a good match for Cotoneaster simonsii. In the absence of original material, a neotype is chosen for Cotoneaster symondsii, in accordance with its protologue, which places it in synonymy with Cotoneaster marginatus.
uncertainty in recent literature, Selvaggi et al. (2012) use the name C. simonsii in their abstract, then in the body of their text call the same plant C. symondsii.
We could find no connection between Moore's plant of Bagshot, Cotoneaster symondsii, and the Himalayan species C. simonsii. Those authors that argued the two names were synonymous did not fully consider Moore's protologue, which described his novelty as an evergreen with elliptic leaves, similar to C. buxifolius Wall. ex Lindley (1829 Lindley ( : sub plate 1229 . Among other differences, C. simonsii has deciduous (or semi-evergreen) leaves of a different shape and texture. They are generally ovate to broadly elliptic, sparsely pubescent with flat margins, and are thinner and more flexible than the revolute-margined, leathery, abaxially tomentose, and narrowly elliptic leaves of C. buxifolius. Thus any interpretation that the concept of C. symondsii includes C. simonsii is in conflict with the description of the shape and durability of the leaves in Moore's protologue. These foliage differences are contradictory and difficult to reconcile with Moore's protologue. Although floral characters were not mentioned by Moore, they reveal additional differences between Cotoneaster buxifolius and C. simonsii. Cotoneaster buxifolius and its close relatives ) are in Cotoneaster subgenus Chaenopetalum (Koehne 1893: 226) Klotz (1982: 77) , with spreading white petals on rotate flowers. In contrast, C. simonsii is a member of subgenus Cotoneaster, and they have cupulate corollas that are pink with erect, not spreading petals. In other words, C. symondsii as described by Moore is not closely related to C. simonsii; they are in opposing subgenera with quite different foliage and flowers.
To clarify the situation, under Article 9.7 of the code (McNeill et al. 2012) we propose a neotype for C. symondsii that is not in conflict with the protologue. Moore described it as an evergreen species with elliptic leaves and an erect habit. Our neotype selection is a specimen of C. marginatus Lindley ex Loudon (1842: 411), an appropriate evergreen species similar to C. buxifolius, with narrowly elliptic leaves and erect habit. Where the leaves of C. buxifolius are 5-17 mm long, those of Cotoneaster marginatus are slightly larger, 7-45 mm long ). Cotoneaster buxifolius is a shrub 0.5-2 m tall, and C. marginatus is a shrub 1-5 m tall. Cotoneaster marginatus was introduced into cultivation in 1838, and might reasonably have been the species Moore used to describe C. symondsii in 1861. None of the essential elements he described in his protologue conflict with the morphology of C. marginatus. Our choice of a neotype (Fig. 1) is a flowering specimen that shows the typical floral characters of subgenus Chaenopetalum. We note that the color and ornamental value of the fruits of C. marginatus are not in conflict with Moore's protologue.
Neotypification of Cotoneaster symondsii with a specimen of C. marginatus does not result in a change of name for C. marginatus or C. simonsii. This action will put to rest the ambiguous name C. symondsii, converting it to a synonym of C. marginatus. Some workers in the genus circumscribe far fewer taxa in subgenus Chaenopetalum by combining a number of species within C. integrifolius (Roxburgh 1832: 509) Klotz (1963: 779) or C. buxifolius (e.g., Lingti & Brach 2003 ). Although we feel it is unlikely, if subsequent revisions showed C. marginatus should be reduced to synonymy under C. integrifolius or C. buxifolius, our neotypification would not affect their nomenclatural status. Both C. integrifolius and C. buxifolius have priority over C. symondsii.
The authorship for Cotoneaster symondsii is sometimes attributed to Standish ex Moore (e.g., The International Plant Names Index 2014 , Tropicos 2014 . Thomas Moore's protologue, reproduced above, suggests that he was crediting John Standish with growing the specimen, but not introducing the epithet. Therefore we credit Moore, and Moore alone, as the author of the binomial C. symondsii, following Kumar and Panigrahi (1992) .
Taxonomy
Cotoneaster symondsii Moore (1861: 298) . 
